fact:  consider  the employee deserving of discipline   for  engaging
in  the unprotected  activity alone  and  that  he  w_quld_ have  dis-
ciplined him in any event."  Id.   at  2799-2800.   (Emphasis   in original.)

A.     Protected Activity

The  Review Commission   further  refined   the   right   of  a miner  to  refuse
to  perform work in  its  decision  of jecretary ofLabor,   Mine  Safety and
He a 11 h Adm i n i sit. r gjj- o n  (M S HA),   ex re 1.     Th omi as  Robinette  v.   United  Castle
Coal   Company,  3 FMSHRC 803-(April  3,   1981).     Robinette  resolved   the
question  of whether good   faith   and  reasonableness   are  components   of
protected  activity.    The Commission adopted  a rule  that   required  a miner  to
have   a good   faith,   reasonable belief   in  a hazardous   condition   for  the  work
refusal to be considered protected  activity.   Id.   at  812.

"Good  faith belief simply means   [an]  honest  belief  that   a hazard
exists." JW.   at 810,     The Commission determined   that   "[g]ood   faith   also
implies  an accompanying rule  requiring validation of  reasonable belief."
Id_,   at 811.    Validation  could  be  achieved  by ".,.   a  simple   requirement   that
the miner's honest  perception be _a reasonable  one  under   the  circumstances,"
Id.   at 812.   (Emphasis   in original.)

With   regard  to  these  issues,   the  evidence  establishes   that   Stafford
had a  preoccupation with  state unemployment  compensation  and   in  the
circumstances  under which one could qualify  for  such   assistance.     He  also
was known -to have a distinct  dislike  for  the  task of  sandblasting.     Craig
Smith   testified in minute detail  as  to various  conversations  he had with
Stafford   in  the  three days  preceding Stafford's  discharge.     In  the majority
of  these  conversations,   issues  of  safety,   termination  of  employment   and
unemployment  compensation were  subjects  of discussion.     Smith had  no  deep
regard  for Stafford  and was  of  the  opinion  that   Stafford  was   trying   to  draw
a paycheck for no work.    On cross  examination by counsel   for   the  Secretary,
it -was   revealed  that  Smith's  recollection of other  events   from his   past
association with  Stafford .could not  be  recalled   in  similar  exacting detail.
On  the other hand,   Stafford  either  denied  or  could  not   remember
conversations with Smith having taken place.     After  examining  the  testimony
and demeanor  of the witnesses,   I  find  that   conversations   between Stafford
and Smith  did occur and that  issues  of safety,   termination of employment
and unemployment  compensation were  subjects  of discussion.     However,   the
testimony  as  to what was  specifically  said by whom and  when  it, occurred   is
not  entirely credible.     I  further   find  that   it has  been  established  by  a
preponderance of the evidence  that  Stafford held .an honest  belief   that   a
hazard  existed  in riding  the  rake  assemblies   and  that   such  belief was   a
reasonable one,   involving  substantial  risk of  injury  through  physical
mutilation.     There was  clearly a violation of  a mandatory  safety  standard
and management was  informed by Stafford  of  this   situation,   as   is more   fully
set   forth below.    Under  these circumstances,   Stafford's  refusal  to  perform
work was a valid exercise of a statutory right   afforded him by  the   1977  Act
arid,   as  such,   is entitled  to protection.

As to  other issues of. protected activity raised  in  this   case,   section
105(c)(l)   of the Act  sets   forth  certain enumerated   types   of  employee
activity protected by a prohibition against discrimination  or  interference,
including;rs'   representative on
